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Abstract 
There is growing recognition that the performance of the fisheries sector depends on 
the communities responsible for activities within it. These communities include fishers, 
processors, fish mongers, traders, local leaders, fishery administrators etc. On the 
basis of this, characterisation and diagnostic studies were conducted in 1995 
focussing on mainly the fishers and opinion leaders on the major and some minor 
water bodies in Uganda. The study revealed that the desire to earn income is the 
driving force behind the malfishing practices experienced on Uganda fisheries. The 
destructive fishing gears and fishing methods as responses advanced by the fishers 
and opinion leaders were seines and cast nets on lakes Victoria, Kyoga and Albert 
and to a less extent traps. 
The use of small mesh sizes of gill nets and active fishing were rampant on mainly 
major lakes and a few of the minor lakes. However, some of the fishers on minor 
lakes used mesh size of nets as small as 25.4mm to 38.1 mm that targeted the 
haplochromines. The tilapiines on most of the small lakes also passively 
harvested using mesh size of nets smaller than 127.0 mm. The target species on 
major lakes using either legal or illegal gears and fishing methods were mainly Nile 
perch, Nile tilapia and Mukene (R. argentea) on lakes Victoria and Kyoga; Tilapias and 
Bagrus sp on lakes Albert, Edward, George and Kazinga Channel with Protopterus sp 
and Clarias sp dominating in the longline catches. 
The reasons advanced by the fishers on use of destructive fishing gears, gear sizes 
and fishing methods closely agreed with those put forward by the opinion leaders 
mainly based on increasing incomes by using cheap gears and fishing me·thods that 
increase the catches. 
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Introduction 
The history of impacts of f on fish communities has been documented especially 
on Lake Victoria (Mann, 1969; Maten, 1979; Ssentongo and Welcomme, 1985; Ogutu­
Ohwayo, et al 1998 and in general these studies have shown both fish species and 
population structure have changed over the period commercial fishing has been in 
existence. .' 
In almost all Ugandan major and minor water bodies the trend associated with 
increasing fishing pressure, use of destructive fishing gears and fishing methods has 
been an evolution towards capture of small and immature fish despite the presence of 
fishing regulations. 
Alterations in fishing effort and indiscriminate use of destructive fLshing gears and 
fishing methods have put pressure on various fish species and led to changes in fish 
communities. Studies conducted on impact of fishing gear and fis.hing methods on the 
major and some minor lakes of Uganda (Kamanyi, 1996) identified destructive fishing 
gears, gear sizes and fishing methods. The fishers' activities among other factors in 
fishery exploitation have led to decline and in some instances near collapse of some of 
the fisheries (Odongkara, 1997). Fishers are known to develop new gears and fishing 
techniques or adjust gear sizes where and when there is a new fishery or change in 
the fishery before any study can be conducted. This behaviour of the fishers coupled 
with the multi species nature in most of the water bodies complicates the way fishery 
management regulations can be enforced. The fishery regulations governing fish 
exploitation in Uganda are embedded in the Fish Act inacted in 1964 and revised in 
1985. However, this Act has been over taken by invents. The Act for example 
prohibits use of seine nets, cast nets, and gill net mesh size nets of l than five 
inches (127mm) stretched mesh. These regulations however, may not be applicable 
in some of the water bodies or appropriate to harvest of the fish species of 
commercial importance. The fishers' behaviour in fishery exploitation aim at 
maximising the profits. Other silent factors influencing the current exploitation pattern 
of the Uganda water bodies include un employment, poverty, fishers migrating, market 
demands, lack of capital or credit scheme to afford legal gears/canoes, ownership of 
fleets (Odongkara, 1997) and corruption of some officials. 
The purpose of the study was therefore to examine the socio economic factors of the 
beach communities which influence exploitation patterns. 
Materials and methods 
The survey was conducted in 1995. The fish landing sites visited were based on ease 
of approach for major water bodies (Victoria, Kyoga, Albert, Edward, George and 
Kazinga Channel) and minor lakes. However, this selection took into consideration to 
include landing sites considered small (less than 40 active fishing canoes) medium 
(40-60) and large above 60 fishing canoes especially on the major lakes. For the 
small water bodies, there were not more than 3 landings and the majority had one fish 
landing which were all sampled. 
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The questionnaire for the fishers on the fishing gears, fishing methods, gear numbers 
and sizes, target species, fishing grounds and reasons why they operated the way 
they did using certain particular gears and fishing technologies. They were also 
interviewed on how long they had been operating at the landing site, individual 
fisher's tribe, ownership of the fishing fleets and mode of payment. The fishers 
interviewed were selected randomly as they landed after the catches ha'd been 
disposed off. All the opinion leaders present at the landing sites sampled were 
interviewed as these were generally very few. A similar questionnaire for fishers was 
used for the opinion leaders for comparison purposes. In addition, they were asked 
whether the gear and fishing methods were appropriate for the water body and 
species therein. 
Results 
Characterization of fishing gears, fishing methods and effort in use 
A close examination of the laws related to fisheries management shows that most of 
the laws are not sufficient to ensure management of the fishery sector. Enforcement 
mechanisms contained therein are not adequate. The existing law does not have 
incentives which will ensure the proper utilisation and conservation of fishery 
resources. The use of chemicals or herb toxicants could be attributed to outdate'd 
laws. The law is not fully covering all Uganda water bodies. Penalty charge are low 
and outdated. The outcome of all these inadequacies is the high level of destruction 
and unsustainable harvesting. The questionnaire was administered to 635 fishers 
from 37 fish landing sites on major lakes and 143 fishers from 12 fish landing sites on 
minor lakes. The opinion leaders who ,included local councilors, fisheries extension 
staff, local chiefs and chairmen of fish landings, were 104 and 25 for major and minor 
lakes respectively at similar fish landings for fishers handled (Table 1). The number of 
fishers and opinion leaders interviewed per water body are indicated in Table 2. The 
major water bodies where interviews were conducted are: Victoria, Kyoga, Albert, 
Edward/George/Kazinga Channel while minor water bodies were Wamala, 
Kijanebalola, Kachera, Mburo, Nabugabo in central Uganda and Nyabihoko, 
Rwijongo, Mafuro and Kibwera in Western Uganda (Table 2). 
From the interviews conducted for fishers on major and minor water bodies, the major 
fishing gear was gill nets (77% and 93%) followed by (8.5% and 13.3%) for 
major and minor lakes respectively. There were no cast nets and seine nets on minor 
lakes, (Table 1). The' opinion leaders responses (Table 3a & b) also confirmed the 
dominance of gill nets followed by hooks on both major and minor water bodies. For 
gill nets, passive gill net fishing was the most popular fishing method on all the major 
and minor waters except Lake Kyoga, Wamala & Kijanebalola where 93.3% 92.6%. & 
55.6% of the fishers responded to using active gill net fishing (tycoon or Sekeseke) 
(Table 2a & b). Sekeseke is a form of seining but using gill nets. There was no 
positive response to active fishing on Lake Albert. 
The major passive gill net mesh size nets ranged from 4" (1 01.6mm) mesh on L. 
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Albert to 5" (127mm) on Lake Kyoga and Victoria with average nets per canoe ranging • from 26 nets on Lake Kyoga to 51 nets on L. Victoria. In active fishing the major gill 
net mesh size were 4.5" (114.3mm) and 5" (127mm) Table 2a with an average of 4­
15 nets per canoe. •
Big size hooks (size 5 & 4) were reported for L. Victoria and Kyoga while size 8 was 
popular on L. Albert, Edward, George and Kazinga Channel. Cast nets were  mainly • 4.5" (114.3mm) and 4" (101.6mm) on L. Victoria and Kyoga respectively. Fishers 
used mukene nets of 5mm on both L. Victoria and L. Kyoga. Boat and beach seine 
nets had mesh size of bag of mainly 3" (76.2mm) on all the major lakes except 
•
Edward and George where there was no seining. Fishing using perforated basin was 
only on L. Albert targeting A. nurse a new fishery (Table 2a). 
•
•
Mesh sizes of nets ranging from 1" (25.4mm) on L. Kijanebalola to 4.5" (114.3mm) on 
L. Kibwera were used in fishing, with average nets per canoe ranging from 1 net on 
Kibwera to 65 nets per canoe on L. Kachera in passive fishing (Table 2b). The results 
•
obtained from interviewing fishers and opinion leaders do give a picture of the state of 
fishing gears, gear sizes and fishing methods on both major and minor lakes (compare 
tables 2 and 3). 
• Target species 
•
•
From fishers and leaders responses (Tables 2 and 3), the passive gill net 
fishery targeted the Nile perch and Nile tilapia on L. Victoria and L. Kyoga; tilapia and 
Bagrus sp on L. Albert, Edward and George while active gill nets, traps cast nets 
•
almost exclusively targeted tilapias. On minor lakes passive and active gill nets 
targeted Protopterus sp, Clarias sp, Haplochromines and tilapiines. Hook fishing was 
targeting mainly Nile perch, Protopterus sp and Clarias sp. On minor lakes the target 
species were Protopterus sp and Clarias sp and Nile perch for L. Nabugabo. 
•
Response to use of explosives was recorded for L. Kyoga (Table 3a) and use of 
perforated basins targeting A. nurse a new fishery on L. Albert (Table 3a). 
•
Immigration of fishers 
•
From fishers interviewed, they were more stable on lakes Edward, George and 
Kazinga Channel, followed by L. Albert and Kyoga (Table 4). H was noted that seining 
was less common on Lake Victoria than lakes Albert and Kyoga. A new fishery for 
mukene on Lake Kwas evident as average number of years fishers were using 
•
mukene nets was the lowest (one year). The fact that on Lake Victoria the average 
was two years, it is likely that the mukene fishers could have moved to Lake Kyoga 
from Lake Victoria to start a new fishery. 
•
The mukene fishery on Lake Kyoga started in 1994 (Wandera 2000). On minor lakes, 
the fishers seem to be stable (Table 5). However, the low mean years on L. Rwijongo 
is due to the factor that the fishery was very poor only for subsistence harvesting tinny 
•
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•
•
• 
haplochromines. Such fishery will not encourage fishers to stay long in operation. 
The low average years (3) in gill net fishing operations on L. Wamala was due to 
fishers abandoning the activity due to reduction of Tilapia size (the major fishery then) 
from 32 cm TL in 1975/78 to 22cm TL in 1988/92 and a shift from use of 127mm to 
64mm mesh size nets was recorded (Okaronon 1995). The size of Nile tilapia, the 
major fishery by 1992 was not economical to harvest and fishers abandoned the 
fishing activities. 
The major tribes of the fishers interviewed on major and minor lakes in order of 
importance are shown in Table 6. These were responsible for the fishing activities 
noted on sampled beaches on Uganda water bodies. The fisheries regulations 
prohibit use of gill net mesh size nets of less than 5 '(127mm), use of seines, cast 
nets, active fishing, traps (Fish Act 1985). However, some of the regulations e.g mesh 
size restriction are not applicable to all the water bodies and species there in 
especially in a multi species fishery and some of the minor where the 
haplochromines make the major fishery (Kamanyi, 1996, Ogutu-Ohwayo, 1998). 
From the fishers responses on use of destructive fishing gears and fishing methods on 
major and minor lakes, several answers in order of importance were given. 
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Gears on major and minor lakes 
Castnets: Castnetting was popular mainly on Lakes Victoria, Kyoga and to some 
extent L. Albert because the gear was easy to operate, not easily stolen, cheap and 
could be made locally. The fishers were assured of fish on every fishing trip. 
Seine nets: These were found only on Lakes Victoria, Kyoga and Albert. They were 
popular because they were made locally, caught alot of fish (commercial venture). 
The gear was also easy to maintain and not easily stolen. 
Traps: The traps were popular because they were cheap and were constructed 
locally. The operation and maintenance was easy. The gear was ancestral. 
Fishing Methods 
Gillnets - active fishing. 
On almost all the major and minor lakes with the exception of the crater lakes in 
Western Uganda, active fishing was rampant. It was either by water beating to force 
the fish in stationary nets or in form of Sekeseke where two or more gillnets were 
joined together and operated as a seine. This later method was rampant on lake 
Kijanebalola and targeted the haplochromines. 
Active fishing was very common because fishers with few nets could have their 
catches increased several fold as they operated the nets several times and their nets 
could not be stolen. The fishing method was also easy to operate and did not need 
use of a big craft. Fishers were assured of daily catch and in some cases some of the 
fishers had simply specialised in this type of fishing. 
Castnetting Use of single mesh and mixed mesh. 
Single mesh size castnets were used because they were cheap to construct and 
target large numbers of different tilapia fish sizes preferred. Mixed mesh size cast nets 
caught a lot of the variety of the fish sizes targeted. 
Seining nets - beach and boat seining. 
Seining was common on Lakes Victoria, Kyoga and Albert Crable 2a). There was no 
boat seining on Lake  Albert due to the characteristic configuration of the Lake it is 
also very deep. Boat seining was very common on Lake Kyoga. Seining croped alot 
of fish. It was a commercial venture and the gear could not be stolen. Beach seining 
was popular because the technique was easy to operate, it is a well known method. 
Boat seining: fishers could hunt for better fishing grounds where government officials 
could not see them. The method was also easy to operate especially where the lake 
was very shallow. 
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lraping: Traps were always set in shallow waters where there was plenty of 
vegetation. Here fishers were assured of daily catch as these areas are nursery and 
grounds of fish. 
Gear Sizes: 
Gil/nets: Some of the small destructive gillnet mesh sizes were in use 
•	 they catch the target species better than other sizes. 
•	 the mesh size was common on the water body and is what most fishers used. 
•	 the size was easily affordable. 
•	 the masters decided on what mesh size the worker should use 
•	 the mesh size was appropriate for the target species and the size of fish in the 
water body. 
Castnets: Several mesh sizes in use cropped the target species better than other 
sizes 
Seines: Various mesh sizes of the bags were used because; 
•	 they were appropriate for the water body. 
•	 catch better than larger sizes. 
•	 target particular species and were the ones commonly used by most fishers 
From the opinion leaders' views as to why fishers on particular water bodies used 
certain destructive fishing gears, gear sizes and fishing methods, the following major 
answers were advanced; 
Major lakes: Gears 
Castnets 
• a cheap gear that targets tilapias better than other gears
 
• one can fish several times a day thus increasing the daily catch.
 
•	 the gear is not easily stolen, easy to operate and well known to most fishers 
•	 the gear had been introduced to some water bodies by certain Ugandan tribes 
and other fishers have found the gear to be very effective in catching fish thus, 
they easily adopted the gear. 
Seine nets: 
•	 target high catches and harvest most species of all sizes 
•	 beach seining is common because there are many favorable fishing grounds 
•	 boat seining is preferred because the method avoids the water weed in inshore 
waters 
•	 the gear is traditional, well known, simple to operate and not easily stolen. 
Traps: 
•	 the gear is cheap and easy to operate. 
•	 catch fish for subsistence and there maybe seasonal high catches especially 
8 
during the rainy seasons 
•	 the gear targets tilapia well in shallow areas. 
Perforated basins: A recently introduced gear targeting A.nurse on Lake Albert. 
Although it is not all that destructive, the effort should stay minimal awaiting further 
investigations. 
Fishing Methods 
Gillnets - Active fishing 
•	 uses few nets - therefore a cheap method 
•	 gets higher fish catches than in passive fishing using the same mesh size 
•	 targets tilapia better than other methods 
•	 can fish in inshore areas 
•	 nets cannot be stolen or taken away by the water weed 
Castnets: Mixed and single mesh. 
•	 gear is cheap, targets tilapia better and catches are generally high as one can 
fish several times. 
•	 the gear has been in existence for long and most fishers know how to operate 
it. 
Beach seining: Catches are generally high and on L. Albert it is because the lake is 
very deep. 
Boat seining: Catches are generally high. 
Overall, 62%, 81%, 57% and 40% of the opinion leaders interviewed on Lakes 
Victoria, Kyoga, Albert, Edward/George respectively were of view that the present 
fishing technologies are not proper for exploitation of the resources because: 
•	 the seines harvest a large proportion of immature fish 
•	 small gillnet mesh sizes below 4" (101.6mm) crop majority of immature fish and 
those of 2" (50.8mm) and below harvest young A/estes and Hydrocynus spp 
(Lake Albert) and were not recommended by government. 
•	 active fishing destroys tilapia fishery and interferes with fish breeding. 
•	 traps generally. catch young fish, not selective on sizes, destructive to 
breeding and nursery grounds of fish. 
•	 castnet mesh sizes below 4.5" (114.3mm) catch juvenile fish and mixed 
meshes crop all fish sizes. The operation was also destructive to breeding 
grounds. 
•	 trawlers use small mesh size codends and interfere with fishers set nets. 
•	 fishers operating in lagoons disturb breeding grounds of most fish. 
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Minor lakes - response from opinion leaders 
Gears: 
Traps: Generally catch immature fish but some were of the view that some fish 
mature at very small sizes and depending on the size available in the lake they should 
be cropped. 
Fishing methods 
Active fishing: 
•	 the catches are high on some lakes, the method protects the nets from being 
carried away by the sudds or water weeds; 
•	 targets small size tilapia available in some of the lakes. 
General response from opinion leaders 
In general, 46% of the opinion leaders were of the view that the present fishing 
technology was not proper for exploitation of the minor lakes resources because: 
•	 active fishing disturbs breeding grounds of fish; 
•	 on some of the lakes, gillnet mesh sizes below 2.5" (63.5mm) catch some 
young Protopterus, Clarias spp and Nile tilapia species; 
•	 active fishing increases catch per unit of effort; 
•	 some fishing is done in protected areas; 
• traps catch Clarias when enroute to or from breeding grounds;
 
• on Lake Nabugabo, gillnets below 4" (1 01.6mm) crop immature fish.
 
Discussion 
The answers advanced by the fishers and opinion leaders were to a great extent 
similar and fully indicated that the communities were aware of destructive fishing gears 
and methods reported by both opinion leaders and fishers (seines, cast nets, traps, 
active fishing, boat/beach seining, mixed and single net cast netting). Use of small 
mesh size nets less than 127mm on major lakes, targeting A. baremose and 
Hydrocynus sp on L. Albert using mesh size nets less than 3" (76.2mm) and 
harvesting of small but mature tilapia on some of the minor lakes using gill net mesh 
size nets as small as 2;.5" (63.5mm). This showed that the driving force behind their 
use was poverty (use of cheap gears) aiming at maximising profits, fishers obeying 
their masters commands. The introduction of certain fishing gears and fishing 
methods by the migrating fishers had also encouraged use of wrong gears and fishing 
methods on other lakes where they never existed. Sensitizing fishers and opinion 
leaders coupled with efficient law enforcement could reduce the problem. However, 
some fishers used appropriate fishing gears and methods stipulated in the fishing laws 
of Uganda. It was noted, especially on lakes Edward, George and Kazinga Channel 
that a few fishers operate two different types of gears concurrently (hooks and gill 
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nets) on one fishing trip. 
Fisher migration from Lake Victoria to Lake Kyoga seems to have occurred due to the 
new Mukene fishery in 1994 and many fishers from L. Victoria joined the fishery in 
1995 (Wandera 2000). If there was no migration the average number of years (2) the 
fishers have been fishing for mukene on L. Victoria should have been higher than this 
(Table 4). Comparing the average number of years the fishers have been in operation 
on a particular water body (Table 4 & 5) the fishers on L. Victoria and L. Wamala 
migrated more to other lakes in search for better or new fisheries. Fishers on other 
lakes appeared to be more stable with the exception of L. RWijongo, a very 
unproductive lake for subsistence fishery. From the fishers responses on the landings 
visited, seines were operated more on lakes Albert and Kyoga than on L. Victoria 
(Table 4). No seining was on lakes Edward, George, Kazinga Channel and the minor 
lakes. Several different tribes were noted on fish landing sites that were not their 
original birth place and moved to distant lakes from their place' of origin. This 
movement of fishers may complicate fishery management strategies as some tribes 
are specialised in certain malfishing practices which they carry with them to other 
water bodies. Since most of the fishing activities were carried out by the gear and 
canoe owners, (Table 7) this should be the major target group along with the workers 
to be sensitized on the importance of a well regUlated fishery resource. 
Conclusion 
The exploitation of the fisheries resources on Uganda major and minor water bodies is 
influenced by the fishers and fleet owners targeting maximization of profits. The major 
fish species targeted were, Tilapias in major and minor lakes, Nile perch on major 
lakes except lakes Edward, George and Kazinga Channel and Bagrus sp 'especially 
on Edward, George, Kazinga Channel and Albert. Other species in hook fis'hery were 
Protopterus sp and Clarias sp. The major fishing gears identified were the gill nets 
and hooks of various sizes. The major destructive fishing .gears, gear sizes and 
fishing methods identified were; seine nets common on lakes Kyoga, Albert and 
Victoria. Others included cast nets and traps. These were in use because they were 
cheap to construct and easy to operate. The gill net mesh size nets less than 
127.0mm were in use on all the water bodies. However, the use of some of the mesh 
sizes were justifiable as they targeted some of the major fish species which cannot be 
harvested using the 127.0 mm mesh. These meshes were of 38.1 mm on some of the 
minor lakes targeting the haplochromines whose sizes are in the range of 10cm total 
length. A. baremose and Hydrocynus sp on Lake Albert are mature when fished 
using 76.2 mm mesh size nets (Kamanyi, 1996). 
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 Table 1:	 Distribution of fishers and opinion leaders interviewed on major 
and Minor Lakes. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
 
Minor Lakes Major Lakes 
Number of landing sites 37 12 
Number of fishers interviewed 635 
I % Gillnetters 77.0 93.0 
% Hook fishers 8.5 13.3 
% Cast netters 4.3 0.0 
% Seiners 3.6 0.0 
% Trappers 2.5 2.1 
. % 5.0 0.0 
Number of opinion leaders interviewed 104 25 
% Local councillors 42 24 
% Fisheries extension staff 25 32 
% Gabunga 16 20 
% Local Chiefs 3 4 
% Chairpersons of fish landings 8 16 
% Others e.g. Committee of fishing 
cooperatives 
6 4 
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Table 2a: Major fishing gears/methods and target species for the major lakes: Results from fishers interviewed 
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Fishers Interviewed 
% passive ". 
% active 
% tycoon 
% Sekeseke 
Major mesh sizes in order of Importance. 
Average gill nets/canoe from Interviewed fisher 
% Target spp in order of importance. 
Active 
Major mesh size in order of importance 
Average gillnets per canoe 
%Target spp. in order of importance 
VICTORIA 
72.5 
70.2 
78.7 
21.3 
5",7",8",6",4.5" 
51 
Nile perch 50 
Nile tilapia 50 
5",4",4.5" 
II 
Tilapia 100 
KYOGA ALBERT EDWARD. GEORGE & 
KAZINGA CHANNEL 
184 
73.4 
6.7 
933 
100.0 
0.0 
88 
94.3 
100.0 
0.0 
-
-
4",7",3",6",3.5" 
782 
784 
21.6 
1000 
0.0 
4.5",5",4".6"5",6",4.5",4" 
26 50 47 
Nile perch 69.2 Tilapia 22.5 Tilapia 438 
Nile tilapia 30.8 Bagrus spp 20.7 
Alestes spp 15.4 
Nile perch 
Hydrocynus (spp) 9.5 
Bagrus 34.3 
Prot. 11.8 
Clarias 9.6 
4.5",4"4.5",4",5" 
15 4 
Tilapia 63.3 
Bagrus 26.3 
Tilapia 99.2 
15 
-- - -
- -
-
- - -
- -
'.--•... ..•.
VICTORiA KYOGA 
Hooks 
Hookfishing 1.6 
% Longlining 63.2 100.0 
% Angling 3(18 OD 
Longlining 
Common hook size in order of importance 
Average hooks per canoe 
No 5,6,7 No. 4,5,6 
% Target spp. in order of importance 
54 
Nile perch 91.7 Nile perch 66.7 
Protopterus 8.3 Protopterus 33.3 
Angling 
Common hook size in order of importance 
Average hooks per canoe 
Target species. in order of importance 
No.5,10,12 
3 
Nile perch 57.1 % 
Tilapia 42.9% -
ALBERT 
1.1 
100.0 
0.0 
No. 8,7 
80 
Protopterus 50 
Clarias 50 
EDWARD, GEORGE &
 
KAZINGA CHANNEL
 
22.5 
1000 
O.D 
No. 8,9,6 
311 
Prot. 55.4 
Clarias 30.4 
16 
.. .. 111 JIll 111 1l1li 111 .. ..
 
VICTORIA KYOGA ALBERT EDWARD, GEORGE & 
CHANNEL 
CAST NETS 
% Castnetters 4.1 9.8 0 0 
Single mesh 44.4 88.9 - -
Mixed mesh 55.6 11. 1 - -
Single mesh 
Common mesh sIze in order of importance 4.5",5" 4",4.5" 3.5" 
mesh 
Common mesh size in order of importance 4.5",4",5" 4",5",3.5",4.5" 
% Target spp. Tilapias 100 Tilapias 100 
1.4BASKET TRAPPERS 1.8 4.3 0 
% Target spp. Tilapias 100 Tilapias 100 Tilapias 42.9 
Protopterus a - , Prot. 42.9 
Clarias a - Clarias 142 
% Fishers operating 
Fixed fencing 0.8 0.0 0.0 a 
% Target species. Tilapia 100 - - -
MUKENE NETS 
% using Mukene nets 9.0 6.5 - -
Lampara 45.0 25.0 
scoop 50.0 75.0 
seine 5.0 0.0 
Common mesh size(mm) 5.0 5.0 
% Target spp. Mukene 100 mukene 100 
fishing inshore 
% Lampara 22.2 100 
% scoop 90.0 89.9 
% seine 100.0 0.0 
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VICTORIA 
-
KYOGA ALBERT 
Not interviewed 
A.nurse 95 
EDWARD, GEORGE & 
KAZINGA CHANNEL 
PERFORATED BASINS 
% target spp. 
-
SEINES 
% Seiners 4.5 4.9 4.5 -
% Locally madc sClncs 88.9 100.0 -
% Factory madc sClncs 11.1 0.0 
% beach sCll1crs 100.0 0.0 100.0 
% boat seiners 
Common mesh size of bag order of importance 
0.0 100.0 00 
% Target spp. 
3",2",3.5" 3",3.5",4" 
Nile perch 76.9 25.0 22.2 -
Tilapia 23.1 75.0 22.2 
-
All species 0.0 0.0 22.2 
-
Others 0.0 0.0 33.4 
18 
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Table 2b: Major fishing gears, gear sizes. fishing methods and target species for minor lakes. 
Results from fishers interviewed 
Fishers interviewed 
Gill NETS 
% gillnetters 
% passive 
% active 
% tycoon 
% Sekcseke 
Passive 
Major mesh size in order 
of impol1ance 
Average gillnets per 
canoe 
Target spp. in order of 
importance 
Active 
Major mesh size in order 
of importance. 
Average gillnets per 
canoe 
Target spp, in order of 
importance 
WAMAlA 
27 
100,0 
7.4 
92.6 
100.0 
0.0 
4" 1",4",4.5" 3",4",1.5" 3",1 ",1.5" 4",5",6 11 4",3,5" 
30 14 65 31 19 8 
Protopterus Haplochr. Tilapia Tilapia Tilapia Tilapia 
Clarias Tilapia Haplochr. Haplochr. Nile perch Clarias 
2.5",3" 
7 
Tilapia 
KIJANE-

BAlOlA
 
32 
843 
44.4 
556 
46.7 
53.3 
10 
Haplos, 
Tilapia 
KACHERA 
15 
100.0 
0.0 
MBURO 
100.0 
100.0 
0.0 
NABUGABO 
15 
93.3 
100.0 
NYABIHOKO 
100,0 
100.0 
RWIJONGO 
2 I 
100.0 0.0 100.0 
100.0 0.0 100.0 
0.0 0.0 
2.5",3" 
20 
Tilapia 
MAFURO KIBWERA 
4.5" 
I 
Tilapia 
19 
a 
_ .•
WAMALA KIJANE­ KACHERA MBURO NABUGABO NYABIHOKO RWIJONGO MAFURO KIBWERA 
HOOKS 
% hook fishing 7.4 18.8 13.3 25.0 60.0 13.6 0 0 -
% longlining 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0 0 -
common hook size in 
order of importance 8.9,7 8.9 7,5,8 7,8,9 0 0 -
Average hooks per canoe 
226 300 29 80 0 0 -
Target spp. in order of 
importance Protoptcrus Protopterus Protopterus Protopterus Nile perch Clarias - - -
Clarias Clarias C1arias Clarias 
TRAPS 
% trappers and target spp. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 Tilapia 0.0 0.0 100.0 -
Tilapia 
20 
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Table 3a:	 Major fishing gears, gear sizes, fishing methods and target species on the major lakes. 
Results from Opinion leaders interviewed 
VICTORIA KYOGA ALBERT 
14 
EDWARD/GEORGE 
KAZINGA CHANNEL 
Opinion leaders interviewed 33 
9 
33 
100 
No. landings vIsited 12 10 
65 
100 
6 
53 
93 
Average active canoes per landing ". 29 
% Response to use of 100 
% to passive fishing 91 58 
94 
92 
46 
100 
71% active fishing 67 
PASSIVE 
Major mesh size in order of importance 
7",8",6",5" 6",5",4.5",7" 7",8",2.5",3" 4.5",5",4",6" 
Average gillnets per canoe 45 18 
perch 33 
Tilapias 58 
60 
Nile perch 20 
Tilapias 16 
A.baramose 16 
Bagrus spp 12 
Hydrocynus spp 14 
Distichodus 10 
44 
Tilapias 41 
Bagrus 33 
Protopt. 17 
Clarias 7 
% target spp. in order of importance Nile perch 69 
Tilapias 25 
ACTIVE 
Major mesh size in order of importance 4.5",4",5" 4.5",4",5" 4",4.5",3.5" 4.5",4" 
Average gillnets per canoe 5 9 3 3 
21 
% target spp. 
% response to use of hooks 
% response to longlining 
% response to angling 
Longlining 
Common hook size in order of importance 
Avcrage hooks per canoe 
% target spp. in order of importance 
Angling 
Common hook size in order of importance 
Average hooks per canoe 
% target specie in order of importance 
CAST NETS 
% response to use of castnets 
Single mesh 
mixed mesh 
VICTORIA 
Tilapias 96 
70 
74 
26 
No. 7,6,8,5,9 
141 
Nile perch 76 
Protopterus I9 
Clarias 5 
No. 5,12,4,6 
2 
Nile perch 67 
Tilapia 33 
64 
42 
58 
KYOGA 
Tilapias 100 
76 
lOa 
0 
No. 9,5,4,8.7 
154 
Nile perch 44 
Protopterus 53 
C1'arias 3 
64 
50 
50 
22 
ALBERT EDWARD/GEORGE 
KAZINGA CHANNEL 
Tilapias 86 Tilapias 63 
A. baramose 14 Bagrus 26 
lOa43 
lOa 100 
a 0 
No. 8,6,14,9 No 8,9 
521 334 
Nile perch 39 Protopterus 47 
Protopterus 8 Clarias 35 
Clarias 15 Bagrus 18 
Bagrus spp. 3 I 
57 a 
a a 
lOa a 
-------------------- ~..
KYOGA 
4",4.5",5" 
Tilapia 100 
39 
0 
100 
4",3," 2.5" 
All 20 
Nile perch 40 
Tilapia 40 
71 
Tilapia 92 
Protopterus 4 
Clarias 4 
VICTORIA 
4",4_5",5",3.5" 
Tilapia 96 
55 
68 
32 
3",4",2.5" 
All 24 
Nile perch 62 
Tilapia 14 
24 
Tilapia 100 
Common mesh size in order of importance 
% target spp 
NETS 
% response to use ofseine nets 
% resp. to beach seining 
% resp. to boat seining 
Common mesh size of bag in order of importance 
% target specie 
BASKET TRAPS 
% response to use of basket traps 
% target spp. 
ALBERT EDWARD/GEORGE 
KAZINGA CHANNEL 
3",4",3.5" 
Tilapia 78, Alestes I I, 
Bagrus I I 
93 
100 
0 
3",4",2.5",2" 
All 100 
2136 
Tilapia 50 Tilapia 67 
Protopterus 25 Protopterus 33 
Clarias 25 
VICTORIA KYOGA ALBERT EDWARD/GEORGE 
KAZINGA CHANNEL 
FIXED FENCING TRAPS 
% response to use of fixed fencing 
15 - 7 0 
% target spp. 
Tilapia 100 . Tilapia 33 
Protopterus 33 
Clarias 33 
EXPLOSIVE FISHING 
% response to use of explosives 
0 3 0 0 
% target spp. 
Nile perch 50 
Tilapia 50 
MUKENE NETS 
% response to use of Mukene nets 52 27 - -
% response to use of: 
Lampara 33 8 
Scoop 56 75 
Seine 11 17 
Common mesh size (mm) 5 5 
% target spp. Mukene 100 Mukene 100 
PERFORATED BASINS 
% response to usc of perforated basins 
target spp. - - 57 
A.nurse 64 
24 
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Table 3b: Major fishing gears, sin's, fishing methods and target species on the minor lakes. 
Results from opinion interviewed. 
KACIIFRA 
3 
MBLIRO NABlIGABO NYABlIIOKO RWIJONGO MAFURO KlBWERA 
Opinion leaders interviewed 4 7 3 4 I I I 1 
No. landings visited 2 3 I I I I I I I 
Average active canoes per landing 34 24 63 51 25 30 8 2 I 
% response to usc of gillnets 
% response to passive fishing 
% response to active fishing 
100 
25 
lOa 
100 
lOa 
lOa 
lOa 
lOa 
lOa 
lOa 
lOa 
33 
lOa 
lOa 
75 
lOa 
lOa 
lOa 
lOa 
lOa 
a 
lOa 
lOa 
a 
lOa 
lOa 
a 
PASSIVE 
Major mesh sizes in order of importance 
4" 4.5",1 ",4" 4",3",1.2" 3",1.1",1.2" 4",4.5",5",2.5" 3.5",4" 2.5",3" 2.5",3" 4.5" 
Average gillnets per canoe 13 14 
13 15 28 4 7 - I 
% target spp in order of importance 
Tilapia 
Haploehromines 43 40 
Protopterus lOa 54 60 43 a 50 100 lOa lOa 
Clarias a 30 40 a 10 - -
Nile perch a 8 a 14 - - - - -
Scheibe a 8 - 40 50 - a 
- - - - 10 - - -
- - - - - -
25 
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WAMALA 
BALOLA 
U JU II I 
ACTIVE 
Major mesh size in order of importance 2.5" 1",1.1 " 3",4",1" 3" 5" 3.5" - - -
Average gi IInets per canoe 
% target spp. 
6 6 10 6 3 3 -
Tilapia 100 a 43 50 75 100 100 IOU 100 
Haplochromines a 100 29 U 0 - - -
Clarias a a 14 50 0 0 - -
Protopterus a a 14 50 U 0 - - -
HOOKS 
% response to use of hooks 100 100 100 100 100 100 - 100 100 
% response longlining 75 100 100 100 100 100 - Angling Angling 
Average hooks per canoe 143 212 230 250 68 40 - 4 4 
Common hook size 9,8,10 9,8,7 9,8 8,9 9 - 12 9 
% target spp in order of importance 
Protopterus 50 50 50 50 50 - - - -
Clarias 50 50 50 50 - lOO 100 
Tilapia - - - - - - - 100 -
Nile perch - - - - 100 - - - -
TRAPS 
% response to use of traps - - - 33 - 100 - 100 -
% target spp in order of importance 
Tilapia 
Clarias - - - 100 - - - 100 -
- - - - - 100 - - -
26 
Table 4: Distribution of fishers years in fishing operations on different major lakes in Uganda 
Victoria Kyoga Albert Edward,George & Kazinga Channel 
Average years in fish ing operations 7 9 10 14 
Average years in using gillnets 6 9 10 12 
Average years in using hooks 7 6 8 12 
Average years in using seine nets 6 8 
Average years in using basket traps 6 4 0.6 
Average years in using Mukene nets 2 
27 
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5: of in fishing operations on in 
Wamala Kijanebalola Kachera Mburo Nabugabo Nyabihoko Rwijongo Mafuro 
Average years in fishing operations 9 10 11 12 3 8 
Average years in using gillnets 3 7 9 10 11 10 4 -
Avcrage years in using hooks 4 8 6 8 2 13 - -
Average years in using traps - - - - 20 - - . 
28 
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Table 6: Major tribes involved in fishing activilies on the major and miHor-lakes. 
Major Lakes: 
AlbertVictoria Kyoga Edward, George & Kazinga 
Channel 
Fish Landing visited Lambu, Kahasese, Ntikalll, BlISlli, 1111kungll, Kiwantama Wanseko, Wankende, Kalolo, Kisenyi, Katwe, Kayanja, 
Lwanika,Nakarango, Waillmbe, Kipiyokolo, Kibale. Kyankole, Karakaba, Kabolwa, Butiaba Kasenyi, Hamukungu, 
Kiyindi, Kigaya, Nkobwe, Katosi, Rwampanga, Mainja, Zengebe, Kahendero, Katunguru A and B 
Senyi Kibuye, Kikaranganyi 
Number of fishers interviewed 221 184 88 142 
Major tribes in order of l3aganda, l3asoga, Bagisll,Bakenyi. Ball1Ji, Basoga, Bakenyi, Langi, Bagungu, Alur, Lugbara, Luo Bakonjo, Banyankole, Basongora, 
dominance l1ateso, Banyarwanda, Samia, Baganda, Bagungu, Balamogi, (Kenya), Alulu Banyaruguru, Baganda, Bagabo, 
Badama Samia Batooro 
Minor lakes: 
Warnala Kijanebalola Kachera Mbllro Nabugabo Nyabihoko Rwijongo Mafuro Kibwera 
Fish landings Butebi Kaserere Lwanga Rwonyo Kituti Kasinga Rwijongo Mafuro Kibwera 
visited Nkoya Malemba 
Kanagisa 
No. of fishers 
interviewed 27 15 24 15 22 6 2 1 
Major tribes Baganda Banyankole Baganda Banyankole, Baganda Banyankole, Banyaruguru Banyaruguru Zwilling 
in order of Banyankole l1anyankole Bakiga Banyankole Safari 
Importance Bakoki Banyarwanda Bakiga Bakiga 
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